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Dear Mrs. Castellano, 

Your letter of the 29th. is really exciting*. I was delighted to get the tailis 
slides end stop- ed everything to look at then through an engravers enlarger, I shall 
forgo removing them from the cases until hi 11 is answers me. 1 have asked him for a 
set of slides ana prints shoving the full film, '--hen I see what 1 got from Mm I’ll 
know which set I want to open. 

Before I go into your latter paragraph by paragraph, may I digress to ask if 
sny of you California people 'enow Ropkin and know or can surmise why he went after 
me so in the II? Review? 

V.. 

—V •«* 

Above ell, you have filled a major gap fo ns that 1 had just surmised. 1 knew 

that ‘illis took his film to Eastman Kodak end left there, from ^orrels’ testimony. 

I ■ surmised from his testimony that there was same reason other than shock that 
kept him from exploiting the commercial possibilities, and the deduction is obvious. 

But to know that Willis told Lifton this is important. However, in the light of thi3, 
is it also not likely that what ./illis got back was e copy of his slides': Do you Cor 
one minute think the Secret Service would let their touching-up show on the film': Or 

can this be done to original film without it showing: I also wonder whether this is 

not a second or third or fourth £opy from the tine of the pictures, especially 
something that may or mey not have significance, the sudien appearance of what seems 
to be a white muffler of some kind around Mrs. Kennedy's neck in 5, but not , to me, 
visible in 4/ I had noticed this in the block and white pictures, even in the repro- 
ductions. It -is much clearer in your "Page 5” block and white print. Of the obvious 
things, it disguises the degree to which Mrs. 2. had turned, if she had really turned 
at all. I should very much like the very clearest black and white print showing the 
maximum of this shot and -permission to include it in my sequel. Examination and measure- 
ment of the various printed versions told me the picture had been doctored, for they 
differ® from each other. Have you also measured the nag films to see if they ore 
exactly the right size for 35mm negatives': If they are, and material id missing, then 
we know for sure that V.illia did not get his own film back. . .The tree behind the 
Stermons sign lo-lca like it is worthy of further exploration. Or is this the trae 
Dave was tellin ; m about that ho is interested in. 

With reference to Altgens, I ara very glad to too a which of the two photographers 
in the ?.ap ruder film he is. I didn't know. I do not hove a copy of the memorial Edition 
of LIES, and I’d like very much to get one if you know how I can. The point I *ns 

making about Dave's location of him is that iron that po d Sion So li£' ^ 0 Tclnrftk r in 

the Altgens picture, the landmarks in the picture do not seem to be where iuiey should 
be from that point. There is no doubt about his general location in that area. And 

there may be no significance to it, but I thought there might be. llebeler ves pretty 

cute about the whole thing, especially about positionin' his /itn-sses. Altg^ns was 
using a 35ma Hikkorex with either a 100 rsa or a 105mm lens. If this is of interest or 
importance to you. I’ll dig out my document and copy i for you. His film was Triex. 

3?4r my purposes as I see them at this moment Al^gens exact position is not important. 
The things that is important about it to* me is that Mebeler saw to it that the record 
does not show his exact position in any way including, as you point out, by use of -the 
films that show him. My coram-nt was intended for any informative value it might have. 

Indeed I have tendered about that women photographer, and not about her a lona 
pbout the unidentified photographers. I have located some as yet unid stifled (end 
presumenbly uni dent ifi able movies I cen see ss soon as I know in advance I’ll hove the 
time and I’ll lot you know what. I see in shea as soon es I do. Some la 16nm and belongs 
to 7/olper.) footage, but from #.3 description it will not include any great lengths. 

I agree with you that the men is wearing an apron. I described it as I did tux 
because it is longer than any apron I’ve ever seen. Yours is a reasonable explanation. 
I've worked with butchers an- cobblers; his is not their fcl d of apron. 




iViian I .loaned Bill O'Connell the copi s of the Marina tape and interview 
I believe I £prgot to inform him of others I didnj^. feel I could afford to get. 

"hen you talk to him would you please tell hEn^rt of Document 79 and are dated 
December 3,5,9,11 and 13/53, and they are not in accord with her testimony; Thanks. 

Hava any of you gone to work on the man on the fire-escape on the Altgans 
picture or the arm-like shops projecting from the open window in ksprucler* a building's 
window* I think that may be called the Sexton Building. It has been so long I've for- 
got ten. 

I stay haunt si by the testimony I read and can- ot id-cntS® by witness that 
apparently no one else recalls, of the reaction of a body to a missla, that it 
60C3 in the direction of the nisnle. I hope one #h of you can recall -who gave this 
testimony. I want to re-read it. 

Thei’e must be a much greater interest in this archive - d>r something - for 
the last material I requested has not reached me in two weeks. I am having some 
apparent difficulty getting tha copy of Frame 210 used in the exhibit, and thore 
are indications I'll have the some difficulty with Shaneyfelt 25. us soon as I have 
some time I'm going there again. 

Bow that you’ vo corns up with a reasonable solution for the strongs (te mo) 
and shroud-like apron, ‘shot do you think of the umbrella man'* 

As soon os I hear from 71111s, to whom I sent only §10.00, not knowing what ha 
was charging. I'll write again, unless there is reason to do so sooner. 

Thank you very, very much. 



Sincerely, 




